IET CEALLENGE
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NANTS OF SOVIET BZERVIOR

The primary deterrdnants of Soviet iInternational behevior are geography, an
tradition and ideology. The first of thess is immutable; the second

z
ited bv the ;ov:Lev leadership in 1917
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Commmnist ideolocy posits an inevitable struggle between cepitalism and
socizlign and thus views non-socizlist states both as potentiel targets for
revelution and as potential threats. It sees class antagonism as the driving

force behind political and economic change, and the policies of other nations as
shapel by domestic economic and social struggles. This view provides the
intellectual prism through which Soviet leaders perceive the outside world,
reenforces the expznsionist tendencies inherited from the Russian tradition, and
essures then that history is on their side.

Most importantly, Communist ideology is the main source of the regime's
imacy.
aéministration and 21l spheres of soclety, why the mediz are subject to
rship, and why the party Politburo dominates political life. For & variety
sons--including & deeply rooted fear of anarchy and the absence of any

zed process for trensferring power-—gquestions of the regime's legitimacy
to be of besic concern to Soviet leaders.
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Soviet authorities also see their own international role in temms oF
great powar interests., Wnile as Marxists they believe in the ult

ion of the world along socizlist lines, their specific pollc1es and
force often disputed by geopolitical consideration
the revolutionary dimension of their
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The insecurity and suspicion engendered by Russian history and Marxist-
Leninist ideology have been tempered somewhat by the USSR's emergence as a
superpower and the concomitant growth of its politicel role in world
Soviet leaders see military power as the essewtial founcetion of an
e foreicn mlicy. Tne pattern of their policies since the mid-1970s
increased confidence in their global power position—expressed
as "the cﬁ'wging correlation of forces in favor of Socialisn." The
hip also sees continuing cpportunities to exploit and foster
ensions and instablilities to their own advantage and the
the same time & new element of insecurity probably has

militarny
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and the third has served to reinforce
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It explains why there is only one political perty, which controls the

ate

’*equandy

in Soviet

Qetriment

the growing recogniticn that serious domestic problems seem to defy

-~



SOVIET STREINCTES 2ND wWZxXWISSES

The political system that has evolved .cut of this historical and ideological -
srafizion has provided the meens for z serious chellence to US interests. Its
leziers have formidable military power and considerzble economic might at their
Cisposal., The highly centralized decisionmaking apparatus also enhances the
S,.-e* leadership's cb lity to develop z cohesive foreign and domestic policy and
a“tage of international opportunities. At the same

ten mekes Soviet domestic policy rigid, and ideological
pta icns to changing internal and internaztional conditions,
axnesses will be particularly in evidence as the Soviet
clobal chellenges and opportunities in the 1980s.

oI Ihodoxy inhibits ada
These strengths and we
Union deels with mzjor

Internal Factors

The USSR has entered a period of slow econoﬂlc growth that will confront the

r‘.

lezcdership with tough policy choices. Shortfalls in industrizl production, and
Zfour consecutive harvest failures have reduced the growth in Soviet GNP to less
than Z percent & ysar since 1878—its lowest rate since World wer II.

This decline indicates that the formula Moscow has used to stimulate growth
over the past 25 years——maximum inputs of labor and investment-——no longer works.,
During the past few years, the USSR has exparienced:
* a sharp slowdown in o0il production growth ané & decline in cozl
production;
) mzjor rise in raw material costs;
fall-off in investment and labor-force growth; and
sherp decline in labor productivity growth.

wm o

7o juége from 1llth Five-Year Plan f1~ ures, the Soviet leadership,
nevertheless, expects GNP to grow ¢4 percent per year through the mid-1280s. This
., however, In our juwcement is bzsed on highly unrezlistic assumptions éabout
"'odu'tivitv growth. Wwe estimete that GNP will continue to grow et less
Z percent through the mid-1980s.

These econonic difficulties have not led the leadership to make fundmental
mzes in policy. To mzintein the military buildup, it has lowered the rates of
~n for consunption and capital investment. £ thess priorities continue,

)

nowaver, the living standard will hold steady and may decline and investment will
e scueezed further., Tne defense burden, as measured by share of GNP going to
Zsisnse szending, ﬁlunt also approach 20 percent by tne ezrly 1990s compared to
ize current leve¢ of 13-14 percent--sharply restrlc ing other claimants and
heichtening political tensions over ellocztion decisions.

spite these gloomy pros:ects the USSR continues to possess great economic
ns. "It hes:

2 wezlth of naturel resources, leading the world in the production of
such key industrial commocities as oil, steel, iron ore, and nickel;
the world's largest military-industrial complex; and

a2 highly centralized economy that has enabled the leadership to
command resources and set priorities between regions and sectors.
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although keenly aware of their cifficulties, Soviet leaders apparently
oelieve that the 1990s will bring some relief from at least two of their major
3vc3151=—-7 npower shor tages and energy constraints. They also teke comfort in
<he cioomy projections of growth for most Western industrial nations and have
expressed doubts both publicly and privately about the United States' ability to

cerry out 1ts defense buildup.

¥Moreovero,
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Socizl Issues.

The sources of popular discontent in the Soviet Union-—2 perceived decline in
the cu,Wlty of life, continuing restrictions on freedam of expression and belief
anc rising nationel consciousness amorg more than 20 mejor e;hrzc groups--pose
ﬂTens of varying severity for the Soviet leadership. Discontent over the
ty of Soviet life p'ob;37y represents the most immediate and important
. The Soviet people no longer ere confident that their standard of
will continue to improve. Food shortages have bevcme more apperent and the
ility of some consumer goods has dropDed The sense of rising
tions, made possible by real consumer advances until the mid-1970s, has

to an epperent growth of dissatisfaction and cynicisn., Tnis is
‘esting itself in declining growth in labor productivity-——a trend that will
b it more difficult to achieve the rates of economic growth that the leaders
pian. Recent regime actions--such as massive imports of grain and the creation of
special food distribution systems—indicate that they are aware of the problenms,
but thelir policies are as yet inadeguate to solve them.
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The Soviet leadership thus far has been successful in isolating and
epr s~1na plitical, religious, and cultural dissent through widespread arrests
nc imprisonment of dissident leaders, confinement in psychiatric hospitals, and

exiie, 1In tnc lorg temm, dissidence could become more widespread--because of
dissatisfaction with living standards, a continuing decline in ideological
commitment, and an apparent resurgence of interest in religious faith——and require
ever. more leadership attention, but over the next 10 years there is little
Troszect that such activity will get out of hand and threaten party rule.

Discontent among the minority nationzlities also represents 2 latent
vulnerability., There is no wlﬂeskreao disruptive protest now, however, nor does
ary appear likely in the near or mid-term. Regime policies—granting linguistic,
territorial, and some cultural autonomy; lmproving the standard of living; and
expeniing the educationel base—comdined with the use of police power, have been
lergely successful thus far. 2 rising national consciousness among many of these
groups, however, suggests thet discontent could become more serious over the next
severel decades. It could result in work sStoppages, demonstrations and grezter
assertiveness by local leaders—p perticularly in the Beltic States, the Ukraine and
Centrel 51c~-*ecu1r1ng the regime teo reassess its basic approach to the

prodlen.

Political Process and Structure,

The Communist Party's pervasive control gives grezt power and authorlty to
its leaders, whose determination to insure the p*eemlnewce of the party and
implementation of its decisions is an important unoefplnnlnc of all national
oelicy objectives. The successful pu*sult of this aim, together with effective
restrictions on public dissent, has given wmity and cohesiveness to both domestic
and foreign policy.
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s fozus on the meintenance of pearty contrel, however, also has introduced
c_»v end inefficiency that have teen hermful to the pursuit of national =~
f hé- been especizlly °v1oen; ,“ the economy. Ferty leaders, despite
ir interest in improving the efficiency and techriclogicel bese of the economy,

ve been reluctent to fully back the kind of decentralization and economic

—entives that would contribute to this end, mainly for fear that this would
e their power. They have 21so been unwilling to codify their powers and
neibilities within the mliticel system and develop an institutionalized

ss for rep_ac_w~ the tor leader. As & result, pollLchl succession creates

:e1t1a*lv disruptive personcl and policy conflict, The lack of any mechanist to

ensure rejuvenztion of the administrative elite—wnile it has produced wnat are
simely the worlcd's most expsrienced bureaucrats--also has reduced the flow of

fresn ideas ard lessened the regime's ability to respond to new challenges.
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Foreign Policy

Instruments of 2olicy.

To judce fIO’ the USSR'S sustained heavy investment in military forces and
wezoons research and development, the Soviet leaders believe thet military power
is their p’ln”l o=l 1nst unent of influence and status in international
relations. In straztegic nuwclear forces, the Soviets probadly now credit
thenselves with acgregate nuclear capabilities at least egual to those of the
United States and in some respects, such as the ability to threzten US land-based
missile silos, wizh superiority. The Soviets have also significantly improved
theeter nuclear =nd conventional forces, accentuzting regional military
asymmetries oprecsite Chineg and West Europe.

In the Third worlé, arms szles, militery treining and advisors also are
effective instruments of Soviet policy. Wnile such a2id does not neﬁessarily
translate c-:e:,-v into politicel leverage, it usuzlly is the keystone of Soviet
relztions with _ess developed countries and with revoWutlonary and insurgent
croups. Desoii: Soviet interest In ga—nerln: herd currency from arms szles,
¥aszow has bsen ‘1ling, where it perceives plitical advantage, to make major
scrsessions, such 23 extended resaviment psriods and payment In soft currency.
Thisz, comtined with their acsarent responsiveness, allows the Soviets to depict
their actions &s manifestaticns of solidarity with the Third vorld.

Znother trend in Soviet Third World involvement is the continuing use of
srovies and other intermediaries, together with covert Soviet involvement in
sugoorting insurgent groups and in aiding the militery ventures of client or
dependent recimes. For the Soviets, the proxy relationship—one that haes proven
acst suwccessfw! in Angole and Ethiopia--minimizes the level of direct Soviet
invelvenent whils achieving Soviet eims and projecting the image cf "socialist
s0lidarity" with the recipient regimes.

foreigr dect obligations and hard currency shortages, however, affect the
averall level of lMoscow's commitment to client recimes. The hard currency crunch
~as made the Soviets reluctant to provide other clients with economic 2id as
sxtensive as that provided to Cude or Vietnam. The net result is thet Moscow is
-ore dependent on military aid es an entree of influence in the Third worla.

In recent years the Soviets also have strengthened their traditional
Iiplomatic activities, supplementing them with increased usage of a broad range of
ssewdo-official and covert activities that the Soviets themselves refer to as
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"zctive measures.” The increased use of such measures is in part & reflection of
the importance Moscow attributes to the "ideological struggle,” which is waged not

only through propaganda, but also with psychologicel warfare and subversion.

Soviet Union and International Communism.

The international Communist movement is no longer the unembicious asset to

+he USSR that it once wes. Threats to Soviet leadership and contrel of both
riling and nonruling parties are growing. The turmeil in Poland and problers in
Romaniz underscore the failure of the costly policy of buying stability and
loyalty in Eestern Europe through economic subsidies.

The objective possibilities for continuing to pursue this policy, moreover,
are fading quickly due to Soviet economic problems anc Western resistance to
deeper economic involvement in Eastern Europe. In the coming decade slow economic
growch in Ezastern Europe will threaten regime stability in bloc countries. The
downfzll of a corrupt and incompetent party leadership in Poland, precipitated by
the protests of a popular workers' movement, and the use of the nili‘-ry te £ill

the gap, also raise C‘SOUletlng cuestions about the legitimacy and eff ectlveness
of Communist party rule throughout the bloc.

Despite these problems, Moscow's options are limited. An economic beilout
wolld be too costly. Economic reformm and greater Western involvement would
n

diminish central control end could stimulate pressures for politiczl reform. &
resort to greater repression, on the other hand, would further complicate Moscow's
relztions in the West and the Third World.

Beyornd Eastern Europe, the most serious challenge to Soviet control and
orthodoxy in the world Communist movement comes from Eurocomanisn. The West
Europsan parties are trying to belance their ties to the Soviet Communist Party
with their own national and politicel interests. They resist Soviet efforts to
sworcinete national parties to Soviet contrel. Criticism of Soviet policies hes
now Secome commen and probably will increase if the Soviets exercise greater
recression a2t home and political and military expansion abroad.

The return of the Chinese Communist Party to active involvement in the
internetional movement and its opposition to Soviet hegemony also are potentially
severe challenges facing the Soviet leadership., Tne Chinese are in the process of
foming e tacit alliance with severzl of the leading West furcpsan parties. The
Crninese, in addition, have indicated their intention to compete with the Soviets
for influence with "progressive forces" in the Third World, including such pre-
Soviet radicel regimes as tthiopia, Angola, and Mozambique.

The Zconomic Burdens of Empire.

Tne Soviets almost certzinly believe that their economic support of other
Cominist countries and clients brings substantial strategic and political
benefits, but its rising cost and economic stringencies are prompting & tougher
2id posture. Assistance to East European and Tnird World clients rose
dremetically from $1.7 billion in 1871 to $23 billion in 1980-—some 1.5 percent of
GNP, Moscow is prepered to shoulder & large aid burden for its Coumunist clients;
their economies are generally in trouble, and their stability is important to
Soviet foreign policy objectives. The Soviet leadership, nonetheless, is
attempting to slow the rise in aid costs by cutting subsicdized oil deliveries to



szmz Zast Eturopean allies, refusing increesec celiveries of fuel to Vietnam and
¢emanding thet ellies end their trade deficits with the USSR.

Moscow's tight-fisted zid po‘lcy toward non—Comminist LDCs will almost
cerzeinly continue as &-il Mcscow's p-ESch hard currency problems will make it
even more reluctant to extend substantiel hard cu:*eﬁby aidé to such countries as
wNicerecuz, despite re pe*ted reguests for it. Several radical clients, such es
fZthiopia and South Yemen, moreover, &re increasingly nhappy with their inability
to susment Soviet military support witn extensive economic cooperation.
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Soviets are faced with both opprtunities and challences abroad. Their
2]
G

(=
irternaztional strengths derive for the most part from their huge military
investments; their vWlinersbilities stem principzlly from changes in the
internaztional environment that could threaten past gains,

The Soviet Union's growing military power has strengthened its ebility to
pursus political gozls in Wwestern Europs. 3By threatening additional nuclear

deployments if NATO's INT decision is 1n:len=ngvu, the Soviets are in effect
a:terptln: to force the west Europeans to accept de facto Soviet military
scpsriority on the continent.

The Soviets also believe Washington's ability to raise the economic and
military costs of the East-West compestition is subject to compsting US economic
priorities and to reluctance on the pert of US zllies to follow our lead. The
Scviets think that conflict between Western Eurcpe and the United States over arms
control and East-vWest economic relations presents opportunities to provoke
¢ivigions within the elliance. In particular, the fzilure thus far of US efforts
to dissuzde its West European allies from participetion in the Yamal gas pipeline
croject has probebly encouraged the Soviets in their azssumption that difference in
tne wzstern alliznce can be exploited to Soviet advantage. Moscow &lso remains

i thet N2TO's fregile consensus in favor of new intermedizte-range missile
' s cen be broken, leading to a serious rupture in the alliance.
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st, Moscow's military buildup opposite Chine remzins not only a
ut & potentiel bargaining chip should Beijinc become more

re to ameliorate Sinc-Soviet tensions. Op:c*tu ities in the
fiorced by the frictions in US-Chinese relations and potential
ween the United States and Jepan stemwning from trade problems,

over e:onomic sanctions against the USSR, &nd Japenese reluctance to
efense spanding.
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¥oscow believes that its military investment also.has improvel somewhat its
cepzbilities for projections into mere distant reglon Aithoush the Soviets
recoznize the limitations of that cepebility against @ mzjor military power, they
ncpe thet their increased capacity will deter US military action against Soviet
croxies or clients and assure the favorable resolution of regional conflicts.
cw's increased involvement in the Tnird World also reflects a2 belief that the
United States has been constrained from direct military intervention there by the

trzmz of Vietnan and the cifficulty of reaching & domestic political consensus on
foreign policy in general. Indeed, political and economic instebility throughout
the Thiré Vorld, together with the racdicalization of postcolonial elites, have

ceen viewed by the Soviets as mzjor US and western vulnerabilities ang,
conversely, relatively low-risk oprortunities for the Soviet Union to 1nsinuate
itself tnrough offers of military and technical aid.



on tc these opportunities, however, Soviet leaders also see new
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+hrezts and challenges in the internationzl arenz. The deteriorating Soviet-US
relz<ionship is a source of concern, potentially eroding Soviet military and
fcreign molicy gains of the past decade., Planned US strategic and theater
orograms also ere seen by the Soviets as an attempt to negate the USSR's strategic
zévaentages and to crezte a credicle "first strike" capebility.

In the Far East, the Soviets view China's improved relztions with both the
United States and Jagen as a serious security problem, raising the possibility
that the USSR might be oppcsed by all three countries in a conflict in the Far
zzst. More lnﬂpula;elv the USSR suspects that this trilateral reapprochment
cortends active US ané Japanese 2id in the modernization of Chinese armed
forces. Mescow's territorial disputes with both China and Japan, moreover, are
mejer obstacles to any dramstic improvement in its relations with either
country.

In the Third World, the Soviets recognize that even where they have
substantial political and military investments their continued influence is not
guzranteed. The defeat of Soviet clients in Lebanon and Soviet inability to
intervene effec tively was the most recent demonstration. Simi‘arly, the Soviets
see current US efforts to broker a more comp¢ehen51ve peace settlement in the
¥iddle East and to achieve & settlement in Namibiz as potentially leading to a
further erosion of Soviet influence in the Third world.

PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE

Soviet economic and social problems will provide the strongest impetus for
systemic or policy change over the next 10 years. Unless mejor changes are

forthcoming, economic g-owth rates will remain at historically low levels, popular

c¢issztisfaction with & perceived decline in the gquality of life will grow, and
source zllocation decisions will become more difficult for the leadership. The

4
)

gravity of thess preblems for the Soviet system, however, remzins difficult to
mezsure, and there are important uncertzinties in our judgments about the
pcssibility thet they will cause majo; system or policy changes. Wwe, thus, will
examine pes 1b‘e m&jor systemic discontinuities that—although much less likely—
woulé have important consequences for US interests.

The Soviet leadership obviously has a more sanguine view of its problems than
we Co. Wwaile their rhetoric reflects evident concern, there is no sense of mortal
canger to the Soviet state. The gloomier projections of foreign observers, on the
other hand, reflect & perception that Soviet problems are intractibile and less
optimisn that the added menpower and energy resources the Soviets are counting on
in the 1890s

will reverse acverse economic trends.

Even with the more negative assessment of Soviet economic and social
cifficulties, however, we believe that the strengths of the system—-its control
mechenisms, its economlc power, the patrictisn and pessivity of its populace—-will
ellow Soviet leaders to mznage whatever internzl pressures for systemic change
(changes in basic pnllosophy or the nature of Comminist party rule) are likely to
cdevelop over the next decade. The regime while facing important lomg-term
vulnerabilities, does not, in our judgement, appear to be in imminent danger.

While this assessment leads us to believe that the prospect for major
systenic change in the next years is relatively low, the likelihood of policy
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snifts ig much hicher. The immediat rship
r &rs to reverse the
r

certzinly mzke & more vigorous effo g
eccnoTiz slowdown, and in the process el
lozations, adminisitrative structures, poice
giministretive con;rol Towzr& the end of ¢ e ani with the emergence of &
w ,ene'atlon of leaders, more far-reacning solutions to this fundamentzl problenm
: roge, involving perheps much grezter use of market fnrces, cots in the
te for nlWltafy spen::ng or more repression. At the same time, any gro
s zlmost certainly will con tinue to rely on military power as & key
T of foreign wlicy and will be swre to mzintzin its compstitive strength
United States. They are likely to count on Third World cevelopments
e new political and ciplomatic opportnities as well.
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Changes in the Political System

:Ps“ite internel wezknesses, the institutions of politicel control remzin -
trenc end fimly entrenched in Lhe USSR. FPopular dlsvontent——algbough
tnreztenins to economic goals—does not as yet challenge the party's authority.
Revolutionary collapse or major alterations in the system are highly wnlikely in
Tre next thres to five years.

In the lov:e: run, institutional rivalaries will persist, and may increase as

conomit ¢rowth declines, but the party apparatus will probably remain the

coinant CO;l;lCal institution for at least the next decade. where the party's
ntizl competitors—the military, the KG3, and the government burezuracy—have

i=ical clout that can be especially important during periods of intre—party

{fe, none of themn is well eguipped to supplant the party and none seems

lined to try in the near term.
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There is 2t most an outside chance of & military takeover within the next 10
Flthowh the military hes the O*GcﬁaZ&thﬂa. skills and ce*;alnTy the
o take cherge, it has been indoctringted from the regime's becinnings to
gde Irom higher politics and historically hes rarely been & mejor

=
&ctor. Moreover, its interests have been well served by the current
ership, It has, for example, been given & large role in defining the
Zritv threat and in cdetemminins the programs required to gedl with it--its two
ol icz) interests. The perty, in adcition, has developed & wide array of
cnscxs end controls to forestzll e military coup. The military prebzily would

1o azssume powar ouly in the event of 2 significant "liberalization" of the
that was v1ewe: 2s ndermining sociel discipline and threatening
iority cleim to resources or under conditions of ooll zical and
to tnat in the Polish crisis, -
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within the framework of the existing system of party rule, however, & variety
nces are po=51:le. During the next decade, for example, a leader who
e power far in excess of that wielded by Brezhnev or Knrushchev could

Such a development (perhaps & 20 percent possibility) could result from
tion with the lack of clear national direction, & perception that more
ne is needeC in the perty and society, and & confluence of serious

and international problems. Although no leader who succeeds Brezhnev
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uch authority, the time required for his consolidation of
nortened by a sha—e: sense of urgent national tasks., The

uch & leader, less constricted by the need for consensus, would make
icy shifts and chances much more likely. Domestic policies probably

e an authoritarian tuzn, but externzl policies could range from highly

ve to pragmatig. -

"Liperelization” of the Systen.

Another prssibility would be some liberalizing reform that would ellow for
nmuch grezter personal freedom and decentralization of political and economic
guthority. This seems @ less likely prospect (perha“s a 10 percent possibility
over the next decade), considering the absence of effective popular pressure for
such chenge, the strength of the resime's control mechanisms, ané the appzrent
leck of significant sentiment in that direction within the Soviet establishment.
Civen the natwre of the great power rivelry, however, a "liberzl" Soviet regime
would not necessarily be more accommoaatlng to US interests. 1Indeed, suwch a
resime might be more effective at overcoming some of the Soviet Union's systemic
end policy wezknesses, making it an even more formidable adversary.

Chances in Policies through the Mid-1980s

More likely than systemic change are changes in specific policies, some
probzdly following shcrtly on Brezhnev's deperture. Although our knowledge of
Scviet internel debate is limited, there have been discernible differences among
politburo members on severel key issues, Conflict over these and other issues,
heichtened by politiceal Jockeying and the complexity of the country's problems,
could lezd to mejor policy shifts in the next three to five years

Tcononic Policy.

Tne most immediate changes are likely in economic policy, where the current
invesiment strategy has provoked considerable debate. Differences in priorities
-:eaiy have emergel between the pronouncements of one group (represented by
irilenko, Shcherbitskiy, end others) that has advocated the priority development
of neavy industry, and another (represented mzinly by Chernenko) that has

o the need to increase the aveilability of consuner goods. Waztever the
this debzte, a major reallocztion of resources almeost certeinly will be
in the immedizte post-Brezhnev erz, with agriculture—in the absence of
s principel petron--becoming & likely target for cuts. Other sectors also will
ected by ne political fertunes of their sponsors, however, meking the

- . : =

Concern about the domestic economy also could eventuzlly impel one or another
lezder to propose in the mid-1280s some reduction in the rate of growth of
militery spending, if not an absolute cut as Khrushchev did in the mid-1950s. A
nunoer of additioneal factors, however, meke even symbolic reductions in the growth
cf the oe fense budget unlikely in the near term, includinz:
the poor state of US-Soviet relations;
the political commitment cf most Soviet leaders to & strong defense;
the challenge of planned US defense programs; and
the momentum of weapon development and production programs that are
under way.
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7
-~ z succession enviromment, however, no new lealsr, unless he perceives an
:xistinc consensus, is likely to risk antagonizing the military establisiment and -
ssnservative forces in the party by Propcsiig cuts in theé growth of defense :
soending.  Indeed, the military could even come awey from the coming power
:zruggle with some increase in the rate of growth for & few years.

Over time, as the rost-Brezhnev lcaéersnly strugcles with declining economic
zrowtn, there may be greater pressurs ‘to reduce the growch 1n mllltc'y spending in
::éer to free up the labor and capital resources urgently needed in key civilian
Tn this ccnnection, the cost-avoidance benefits of arms control
reewe“ts could assume grezier importance, Even in the mid-13980s, however,
jol-te) lL e reductions in the defense effort seem anlikely, barrimg economic
rophe. Moreover, Soviet military investment is now so large thet even with
; growth——or indeed with no growth at all—militery capebilities would

to increese well into the 1980s.
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conomic Reforms.

3c¢ition to investment disputes, succession politics may bring forth new
to improve the econony's efficiency. Concern over declining growth

ntly has led some leaders to reeveluszte economic and administrative refoms
lier fourd weac eptable. Since 1978 several Soviet leaders have publicly
Hungary's "Wew Economic Mechanism"--z system based on centrally

-ed plans and economic goals but using some market forces to guide the

gt the micro-level.

2ithouch there is little proccect that the Soviet Union will adopt changes so
Sministrative reforms may well be enacted. The multitude of
y releted and overlapeing ministries might be placed under more
nagement. Tnis could be accompanied by some decentralization of
' move that already has been at least started in the

ig in this arez thaet the Bungarian model has been most
Cnarces that are political ly fezsible, however
improve the econcmic situation.
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consensus on foreign molicy is stronger than that on domestic
jor changes are less lﬂxely in that arez in the next few years.
onetﬁeless could become & bone of contention in the post-Brezhnev
though these issues will be determined largely by the international
e time, & successor regime will have to dezl with both the
opportunities outlined above.
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ival clziments to leadership in the immediate post-Brezhnev ere are likely
re a commitment to sustzin the global dimensions of Soviet policy. This
nt could be reinforced by a possible tendency on the part of a younger
ion of Soviet leaders to eguate the growth of military power with the

-n of global power znd 1ufluen,e. Supporting such thinking, moreover, are
tcrs thet go beyond tangible or measurable indexes—ideclogical conviction, a
nse of insecurity and of hostile encirclement, and & contrasting confidence and
zchievement in the USSR's emergence a2s & global superpower.,
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SECRET 15

Soviet leaders probably will wish to continue an emas control cialogue with
the United States for at least the next few years, seeking new agreements that
will slow US weapons programs, thereby facilitatiing Soviet planning, reducing
wsapons costs, and lessening the possibility of tecnno7o~ica1 surprise. Although
zhe Politbure e&s a whole now seems to believe the prospects for improved Soviet-US
-eletions are dim, in the past some leaders (such as Ancropov and Chernenko) have
seena¢ more enthusiastic about Dursuing this goel than others (such as
Kirilenko). The price the Soviet leadership is willing to pey for an ams
limitztion agreement, therefore, may depend in part on the outcome of the
succession,

% new Soviet leadership mey, in addition, undertake new initiatives designed
to alter the geopolitical environment. They may, for instance, attempt &
oreaxinrough in relations toward Western Europe or China. Moscow's principal
azssets in these instances would be the ebility to offer greater intercourse

Detween East and West Gornany and to offer Chine significent concessions on
contentious military and border issues.

The Soviet Union's other future policy options will depend on events beyvond

its control. & collapse of the Szudi monarchy, for example, could usher in an
znti-weste ern regime, presenting the Soviets with major new possibilities for
expanding its influence in the area. Likewise, the outcome of the Iran-Irag war
1ight also create significant opportunities or dangers from Moscow's perspective
zhat could lead to policy shifts.

r-rRarge Uncerta inties.

b
.8

the next 3 to 5 years, the Soviet leaaershlp will continue to be

ed by Brezhnev's current colleagues in the Politburo. Present policy
‘refiects their influence, and they mey be less willing than their younger
ues weiting in the wings to push for major policy or systemic change.
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Soviet policies will become less predicteble in the late 1980s and early
L9905, however, as the cap between economic perfo*mance and leadersﬁip

arodes, and &s tne generational chan”e in the Soviet 1eadersh1p tanes Holo. The
oolicy preferences of this younger ceneration are largely unknown. Although they
neve ciscretionary eauthority in implementing the Politburc's Gomestic policies,

~hese ofl 1c1a75 now hold positions—-in the Central Committee apparatus, regional
serty orgenizations, and the government bureaucracy-——that provide little
involvement in foreign p071cy.

wWnet litde evidence we have of this younger group's views reveals no clearly
Zominant orientation and no apparent consensus regarding the direction of future
aolicie Their eventual domestic course will probably reflect elements of both
rthodox and reformist views, perhaps undertaking some decentralization of
econonic management, while at the same time tightening labor discipline.

Tneir foreign policy course is even more difficult to predict. Conceivably,
some members of this group might favor & more accommodating foreign policy stance
in order to increase trade with the West and ease domestic economic problems. The
Zne presswres, however, might lead others to urge the adoption of economic self-

affi C¢€ch (autarky) at home and & more adventurist policy abroad, increasing the
sk cf & Soviet-US confrontation.
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IMPLICETIONS FOX US POLICY
Chances in the Soviet systen or policies over the next deceds probebly will

nave 1ittie impact on the besic nature ol the Soviet-US relationship. Even if the
climate of relztions improved somewhzt, the antasonistic nature of the interaction
elmost certzinly will persist pecause of conflicting views and political goeals,
Limited accommodations in the aress of arms control or other bilateral issues may
be oossible, but 2 more encampessing accord on bilateral relations or geopolitical
behavior is precluied by fundamentally divergent attitudes regerding dQesirable
politicel or social change in the internetional order.

Flthough the Soviets will not wish & mzjor confrontation with the United
their belief that they now erjoy strategic ecuzlity ané some advantages
the prospects for a rmore essertive foreign policy. Soviet leaders

glso can be expacted to seize new opportunities offered by instability in
d world to enhance Soviet geopolitical influence and divert US attention
of direct US-Soviet interaction, even in situztions where the USSR has
oect of mzking significant gains for itself, 1If the Soviets zre zable
some of their current internal and external weaknesses—-for example,
he decline of economic growth—this also would improve their ability
with the United States for globzl influence,
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doudbtful, however, that Soviet leaders .perceive a2 "window of

steaming from an overweening confidence in present Soviet nuclear

ve to future prospects. From the perspective of the Soviet

here will remain important deterrents to major military actions that
These include the dangers of a
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en vital US national interests.
with the United States that could escalate to global proportions,
e reliability of some of their East European allies, and an

creater western cepscity to support an expanded cefense effort.
not preclude action abro but they act as constrzints on

which the risk of & di t ‘US-Soviet confrontztion is clear.
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US Influence on Soviet Behevior

-
b ]

‘ 1)
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tates has
Specific policies, and Soviet behavior in
, nonetheless, can be affected by US policies designed to
parception of the costs and risks involved in continuing the
parsuing an expansionist foreign mlicy.
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western Influence over the ongoing Soviet political succession process
3 Even if this were not the cese, 2 contender whose stance
oreble to Western interests today may alter his position when he
cnief. 1In the initial stages of the Lenin succession, for example,
ed to be one of the more moderate Soviet leaders. During the Stalin
first adopted 2 hardline internal position and later
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western ability to influence the natwe and evcluticn of the Soviet system is
similarly limited. Although the United States and its allies can lend support to
cissidents argd czll a*tew‘iow to Soviet violations of human rights, these actions’
in themselves are unl\kely to hazsten democratization of Soviet society. Despite
the many wezknesses of the system, the pessivity and patriotism of the Soviet
citizenry and leadership sensitivity to any effort to play upon the system's
vulnerabilities severely limit Western ability to effect its transformation.

Leveraze over bPolicy

US policies, however, may be able to exacerbzte several continuing weaknesses
in Soviet foreign and domestic policy. Foreign policy actions which the Soviets
Dercelve as necessary to IDreserve existing eguities—-such as repressive measures
in Zastern ;urcpe—-;end to isolate them in the world and complicate achievement of
other gocals. Moreover, the attraction some Western values hold for the Soviet
people will cause the regime to expend considerable effort to protect them from
foreign contagion and to prevent the development of a2 stronger dissident
movement., Tne Soviet economy also will be hard pressed to keep pace with rising
consuner expsctations, probebly resulting in more leadership azttention to work

stogpases, strikes, and other mznifestations of social unrest.

Past US efforts to use trade leverage to influence specific Soviet policies,
however, have had only limited success., Moscow has circumvented most economic
restrictions end refused to modify its policies substantially in return for
’n::ecsed trade. During the past two decades the Soviets have:
thwarted the 1962 US-est Germzn enbargo on oil pipe by increasing their
own pipe production and cbtaining pipe from Britain, Sweden, and Japan;
rejected the mid-1870s offer of lower tariffs and expa ndeﬁ trade credits
when the Jackson-Vanik Amendment tied it to freer emigration for Soviet
Jews; and
successfully exploited Western differences over sanctions relzted to the
fchanistan invasion and—thus far--Polish martial law.
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rn goods and technology are becoming more important to the USSR's
economy; the volume of Imports tripled in the 1970s and imports have been
to canpletion of several major production projects end to overcaning
ion shortfazlls. But Moscow almost certainly will remzin resistant to
. et trade leverage., Unilateral US trade restrictions could creaste short-
ficulties for the Soviets in some sectors—such as the oil and gas and
.enic . industries--but would probably not persuade Moscow to alter mzjor
domestic or foreign policies. Similarly, the Soviets alsoc certzinly would view
renewed US offers of increased trade for certzin mlitical concessions with
considerable suspicion., Unified and sustained Western ‘trade restrictions,
perticularly in such areas as energy equimment and agricultural products, however,
could impose substantial costs on the Soviets, They probably would not chawge
basic policies, particulerly if international tensions were high, but would affect
the Soviet calculation of costs and benefits in particular situations.
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Moreover, the United States can affect the USSR's behavior in other weys,
chiefly by conditioning the leaders psrceptions of the costs and risks involved in
Soviet expansionism. It is the Soviet leadership's respect for US military
cepzbilities, for example, that has prevented it from becoming involved in
military hostilities in the Middle Esst over the years. The Soviets recognize,
moreover, that if the US has the political will, it is better positioned to use
its military, economic, and political power on a2 global scale than they are.
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Soviet perceptions of Western vulnergbilities end weaknesses, on the other

to enhance their confidence in their efility to compete with the US.
currently view w_ch*~d ton's a:;;-gy to heighten the economic and

-:y cocste to Mostow as sibject to campeting US comestic economic priorities,
ity to relly pepuler squo‘», en’ reluctance on the part of US eallies to

e costs of incressed defense expenditures or increased tensions with
¥oscow. Tne Soviets recognize, moreover, that divergent views within NXTO present

- gy

o,_u-_uﬂlb'es to provoke major civisions De“w@en the United States and its

-3

orincipzl ellies, Strengthened Western unity and continved US resclve, therefore,
~o*'ﬂ have a significant impact on future Soviet calculations and behavior.
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